This article focuses on the Greek ALLATIVE preposition eis, and in particular on the semantic extension from the ALLATIVE to the RECIPIENT. Based on diachronic data, it is argued that the emergence of the ALLATIVE-RECIPIENT polysemy is not directly connected to the loss of the dative case, as often implied. Under the theoretical framework provided by cognitive linguistic studies, the mechanism which underlies this polysemy of eis is investigated. Furthermore, it is shown that in the course of time, Greek does not follow one single pattern with regard to the encoding of these two senses. Finally, the article continues the debate about the extension pathways that may give rise to the RECIPIENT.
Introduction
This paper discusses a particular case of semantic change that took place in the ALLATIVE 1 preposition eis 2 ('to') in the history of Greek. Although there are numerous changes in the meaning of eis, I confine myself to describing the extension from its concrete ALLATIVE sense to the more abstract RECIPIENT sense, because this particular extension leads to a polysemy pattern that is widely attested in the languages of the world. As such, it would be intriguing to investigate the driving forces behind the emergence of the ALLATIVE-RECIPIENT polysemy. Central aim of this paper is to show that it is by no means coincidental the fact that in the course of the Greek language history the preposition eis comes to host both ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT. It will be shown that RECIPIENT is linked to the spatial sense by * I express my thanks to Eleni Panaretou (Univ. of Athens), Yannis Kostopoulos (Univ. of Salford), Tatiana Nikitina (Excellence Cluster Topoi, FU Berlin) and Stavros Skopeteas (Univ. of Bielefeld) for comments on previous drafts of this paper. Of course, I take the responsibility for any flaws of my work. Part of this article was presented in the research colloquium Spacial Tuesday (July 2010), which was held at Humboldt University Berlin and was organized by the research group C-I-1 of the Excellence Cluster Topoi. A version of this paper was also presented at the 4th International Conference of the German Cognitive Linguistics Association (October 2010, University of Bremen). I thank the organizers and the audience for their discussion. The Greek State Scholarships Foundation (IKY) and Deutscher Akademischer Austausch Dienst (DAAD) provided financial support for this study. 1 According to the conventions followed in this paper, I use SMALL CAPS to indicate the preposition senses and the semantic roles that prepositions encode. 2 The Ionic dialect uses the allomorph es. Medieval Greek shows a parallel form 's (from the form se followed by aphaeresis). 'I too give you this gift, dear child. ' (Od. 15.124 / 8th BC) In example (3), the figure in the relational profile, that is the trajector, is the grammatical subject of the verb pheúgōmen which is the entity that undergoes motion, and the participant that receives secondary focus is patrída gaîan which is the goal of motion. The preposition es designates a complex atemporal relation, which comprises a series of configurations that collectively describe the trajector's spatial path (see Langacker 1992: 290-291 ; for the spatial configuration of eis, see Horrocks 1981 : 216-220, Luraghi 2003 : 107 ff., Skopeteas 2003 . Example (4) contains an AGENT (egó) in the nominative, a THEME (dôron) in the accusative and a RECIPIENT (toi) in the dative. Recent studies have reported that there is a crosslinguistic tendency for ALLATIVE markers to exhibit a wide spectrum of functions, with RECIPIENT being a frequent candidate for sharing the same form with the ALLATIVE (see Blansitt 1988 , Heine & Kuteva 2002 , Kilroe 1994 , Lehmann 1985 : 31, Rice & Kabata 2007 . This tendency is reflected to the fact that a number of languages exhibit ALLATIVE-RECIPIENT polysemy. A textbook example of this tendency is the English preposition to, which serves, inter alia, for the expression of the ALLATIVE, e.g. (5), the ADDRESSEE, e.g. (6), the PURPOSE, e.g. (7) and the RECIPIENT, e.g. (8): (5) ALLATIVE Mary is going to the airport. (6) ADDRESSEE She told the secret to her uncle. (7) PURPOSE The lifeguard ran to the rescue of the child. (8) RECIPIENT Bill gave the pencil to Anna.
The crucial examples for the purposes of this article are (5) and (8). Note, however, that not all languages exhibit ALLATIVE-RECIPIENT polysemy. Languages differ from one another as to how they express the two senses. In some languages, ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT receive the same marking, while in other languages different markers are used. Finally, other languages use a mixed pattern, a combination of the above strategies, i.e. both similar and different marking. It will be shown that in the course of Greek history, Greek does not follow one single pattern. The article is structured as follows: In section 2, the emergence of the ALLATIVE-RECIPIENT polysemy is presented. It is shown that Greek follows two different patterns regarding the distinction between the two senses. Further, based on the examination of the diachronic data, it is argued that the emergence of eis in the RECIPIENT function does not correlate with the loss of the dative case form. Section 3 discusses the linkage between the two senses, which is shown to be motivated by metaphor. Section 4 describes the developmental pathway from ALLATIVE to RECIPIENT and claims that RECIPIENT arises out of ALLATIVE without the mediation of an intermediate sense. Finally, section 5 summarizes the most important findings of this study.
Encoding the ALLATIVE and the RECIPIENT in the Greek diachrony (and typological implications)
Languages differ with respect to the pattern they use in order to mark the distinction between ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT. Some languages use different marking for the expression of the two senses (language type A). For example, German distinguishes between ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT. The ALLATIVE semantic role is encoded by means of prepositions, whereas the RECIPIENT receives the dative case marking. Consider examples (9) and (10), whereby the preposition nach is used to express the goal of motion and the dative case to mark the indirect object.
(9) Wir fahren nach Athen. Tab. 1 | Four language types with regard to the encoding of ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT.
As this table suggests, there are two genuine language types and two mixed types. A crosslinguistic survey would be of interest, given the lack of any relevant description; such a survey would indicate which languages exhibit which polysemy pattern and would reveal the prevailing situation cross-linguistically. In the following, it is shown that in the course of the history of the language, Greek follows two different patterns regarding the distinction between the ALLATIVE and the RECIPIENT. In the time span between the oldest documents of Greek (8th c. BC) and the end of Medieval Greek (15th c. AD), that is, for more than two millennia, Greek belongs to language type A, and then shifts to language type B.
The development is rather complex and can be sketched as follows: From Homeric Greek to the first centuries of the Hellenistic-Roman Koine (2nd-1st c. BC) RECIPIENT In (17a), (17b) and (17c) the preposition eis denotes motion toward a natural landmark, while in (18a), (18b) and (18c) the AGENT transfers a thing (the THEME) to the RECIPIENT. The RECIPIENT in all the above instances is in dative, which is the typical case for the encoding of this semantic role (see Blake   2 2001: 142 ff., Newman 1996: 82 ff.), and the verb used to describe the event of transfer is the prototypical ditransitive verb, that is dídōmi ('give') (see Blansitt 1988 , Newman 1996 .
In Classical Greek, there are examples that seem to diverge from this general pattern. Luraghi (2003 Luraghi ( : 112-114, 2010 reports that in this period eis with the accusative extends to events of abstract transfer, as exemplified in (19) In (20) the ditransitive verb dothênai describes the event of transfer of a thing (hó) to an animate entity (hékaston). That means that the complement of the preposition eis is a recipient. Thus, the construction <eis + accusative> could be considered as an alternative means for the expression of the RECIPIENT instead of the dative case. Based on the rarity of the attested examples, one cannot argue that the PP is a productive alternative means for the RECIPIENT. To sum up, during the first stage, i.e. from the Homeric poems to the 2nd-1st c. BC, Greek clearly makes use of different markers to express ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT, and thus patterns with languages like German (see tab. 2). In the Hellenistic-Roman, Greek experiences the beginning of a process which was not completed till the end of the Early Medieval period (10th c. AD): the decline of its inflectional system which finally resulted in the loss of dative (see Humbert 1930) . At the Hellenistic-Roman era (3rd c. BC-4th c. AD), the dative is still in use, but one can observe the spread of prepositional expressions at the expense of this case in the adverbial functions. It is worth noting that among the functions of the dative case, BENEFICIARY, RECIPIENT and ADDRESSEE were the most resistant to this tendency (cf. Horrocks The often 'goal-orientated' sense of the indirect object (cf. 'give to/send to' etc.), together with the use of two accusatives rather than an accusative and a dative with verbs like 'teach', encouraged such overlaps between the dative and the accusative […] .
As far as this specific period is concerned, <eis + accusative> is only sporadically attested and it cannot be argued that this construction is a typical way to express RECIPIENT Interestingly, after a period of fluctuation of usage between the two bare cases for the marking of this semantic role, some varieties of Greek chose the accusative and some other the genitive. According to Lendari & Manolessou (2003: 402) , the regularization of the choice between the two variants seems to have taken place around the 15th c. AD. It is worth mentioning that, according to the account presented here, the loss of the dative does not seem to correlate with the emergence of the PP in the RECIPIENT function. This is in opposition with the assumption often made in the literature that there is a direct association between the loss of the dative and the emergence of the RECIPIENT . The empirical evidence in favor of the non-direct association is the fact that the disappearance of the dative occurs at least five centuries earlier before the systematic occurrence of the <eis + accusative> for the expression of RECIPIENT. Although the loss of the dative had an effect on the marking of this semantic role (see the discussion above), there is no evidence suggesting that this loss was crucial for the emergence of the ALLATIVE-RECIPIENT polysemy. Further research could determine the possible functional factors that underlie this extension. For example, one may assume that the analytic construction has a tendency to appear more often when it is distant from the verb or when RECIPIENT is a noun rather a pronoun. However, it is beyond the scope of this paper to investigate these hypotheses in detail. Apart from various functional factors, there may have been other factors that facilitated the connection between ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT. The linkage relies on the common semantic features the two senses share. As already mentioned, ALLATIVE is associated with the marking of spatial goals. Similarly, RECIPIENT is construed as the goal of an action. The key notion here is the notion of motion. In the next section, the exact sort of similarity will be investigated in order to discover what ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT have in common.
The metaphor RECIPIENTS ARE GOALS
In this section, the sort of similarity that exists between the goal of motion and the RECIPIENT is examined. In particular, I investigate the role of metaphor in motivating the use of a spatial goal preposition to express an abstract sense, i.e. the RECIPIENT. In doing so, I try to show that the extension from the ALLATIVE to the RECIPIENT is motivated. Moreover, I seek for the experiential basis of the metaphor at issue, the determination of which is crucial for the comprehension of the metaphor (see Lakoff & Johnson 2 2003: 20) . Last but not least, independent evidence is presented which shows that the use of the ALLATIVE marker for the encoding of the RECIPIENT is not arbitrary. The metaphor RECIPIENTS ARE GOALS is grounded in correlations in human experience. If an object has to be transferred to some other entity, this object must first traverse a spatial path moving toward this entity. This entity, the recipient, will be the endpoint, the goal of the movement. That is, the event of receiving presupposes the prior movement of the object which is going to be received. This recurrent experience provides the experiential basis for the RECIPIENTS ARE GOALS / DESTINATIONS metaphor. In this spirit, Rice & Kabata (2007: 479-480) define RECIPIENTS "as prototypically human endpoints of a physical transaction" (see also Luraghi 2003 : 39, Newman 1996 . Similarly, Kittilä (2005: 274) describes RECIPIENTS as the animate entities that receive something concrete transferred to their sphere of control or domain of possession. The common denominator of the above definitions is that the RECIPIENT is construed as the goal of an action or an event.
Interestingly, Newman (1996: 90) reports that in some languages (e.g. Iban, an Austronesian language) the ALLATIVE marker used to denote the giving-event is related to a verb meaning 'go' or 'come'. This independent evidence indicates that the two domains (the SPATIAL and the SOCIAL) are closely related. Of course, RECIPIENTS correlate with other concepts too. As a result of these correlations, various languages code RECIPIENTS by means of different strategies. For example, some languages highlight the role of the RECIPIENT as the goal of the event of transfer, as has already been mentioned (e.g. the Japanese ALLATIVE marker ni [see Kabata 2000] ), while other languages make use of BENEFICIARY morphemes to encode the RECIPIENT (e.g. the BENEFICIARY preposition nu in Sumambuq, a dialect of the Austronesian language Murut [see Newman 1996: 96 and the relevant references cited there]). Note however, that some languages exhibit the opposite pattern, i.e. the marker expressing the RECIPIENT is also used for the BENEFICIARY. For example, in Thai the ditransitive verb hây 'give' is grammaticalized as V2 and this grammaticalized 'give' verb is used in a wide range of constructions including recipient and benefactive ones (see Jenny 2010: 382; for other languages, see Creissels 2010: 35-37, Heine & Kuteva 2002: 149-151 ). This case is not a genuine example of the development from RECIPIENT to BENEFICIARY, but it shows that the BENEFICIARY marker is related to the verb of the event of 'giving', which contains the RECIPIENT. It is challenging to trace the diachronic evolution of the 'give' verbs in various languages, in order to determine the exact directionality of the extension. If there is evidence that the grammaticalized 'give' verb is first extended to RECIPIENT and then from RECIPIENT to BENEFICIARY (in the cases that the marker exhibits RECIPIENT-BENEFICIARY polysemy), this would strengthen the assumption to be made here that none of the two concepts, i.e. recipient and beneficiary, is conceptually more abstract, since both concepts can constitute the source from which the other one could derive. Next section brings into focus this assumption, inter alia.
From ALLATIVE to RECIPIENT: the developmental pathway
Recent studies in language change suggest that there are two available extension pathways that give rise to the RECIPIENT sense: the first path starts from the ALLATIVE (see Luraghi 2003 : 39, Rice & Kabata 2007 and the second from the BENEFICIARY 11 (see Heine 1990 : 131, Heine et al. 1991 : 151, Heine & Kuteva 2002 . Other studies report both directionalities (Haspelmath 2003 : 234, Lehmann 2002 . According to Lehmann (2002: 97) , the empirical evidence for the binary directionality comes from the fact that across languages there are attested developmental paths that led both from ALLATIVE to RECIPIENT (like the English to, which formerly was only an ALLATIVE preposition) and from BENEFICIARY to RECIPIENT (like the Brazilian Portuguese para 'for', which is also used to encode the semantic role RECIPIENT). In the following, it will be shown that the direction of semantic change as 11 According to Lehmann et al. (2000: 93) :
The BENEFICIARY is the semantic role of an empathic participant which is favored by a situation, especially by the action of another animate being.
In Classical Greek, eis with the accusative denotes the RECIPIENT BENEFICIARY and EVENT CONCRETE BENEFICIARY types of BENEFICIARY (Luraghi 2010 ; for a typology of BENEFICIARY types, see Kittilä 2005 ; about the expression of benefaction, see also Zúñiga & Kittilä 2010). far as the preposition eis is concerned does not proceed from BENEFICIARY to RECIPIENT (cf. Luraghi 2010) ; instead this paper argues that RECIPIENT arises out of ALLATIVE directly without the intervention of an intermediate sense. Thus, two issues are to be addressed: 1) why RECIPIENT emerges from ALLATIVE, and 2) why RECIPIENT does not emerge from BENE-FICIARY. It should be underlined that I am not arguing against this directionality in general.
The assumption made here is that if a language has an ALLATIVE marker which expresses both the RECIPIENT and the BENEFICIARY, then both senses should have developed independently, their source being the concrete spatial sense. I will start by presenting Heine's (1990) model of ALLATIVE case functions which was based on two African languages, Ik and Kanuri. An updated version of this model is shown in fig. 1 : According to the above unidirectional model, the shift proceeds from the more concrete senses at the top to the more abstract senses at the bottom. In the given case, the most concrete sense is the spatial one, i.e. the ALLATIVE. Every node which lies under this sense is meant to be more abstract, that is more grammaticalized (in terms of Heine et al. 1991) . In general, every sense that lies under a superimposed sense is considered more grammaticalized. Thus, DATIVE (RECIPIENT in our terms) is more grammaticalized than both the BENEFACTIVE and the ALLATIVE, but less grammaticalized than POSSESSION. What we observe from Heine's model is that, while the priority and the prototypical status of the ALLATIVE sense are predicted, the directionality presupposes that between ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT an intermediate node should intervene, BENEFACTIVE. At this juncture, I will establish reasons to believe that ALLATIVE and RECIPIENT are directly connected. The direct link between the two senses is supported by the findings of typological study; in their survey of 44 genetically and areally diverse languages, they report that an ALLATIVE marker undergoing grammaticalization tend to extend directly to RECIPIENT. In their language sample, the most prevalent sense within the social domain, which comprises the RECIPIENT, the BENEFICIARY and the ADDRESSEE, is the RECIPIENT sense. For them, the criterion of predominance within a given domain is a decisive factor in order to determine the sense that serves as a 'seed' for the other senses (Rice & Kabata 2007: 479-480) . However, their model is not without problems; the authors treat BENEFICIARY as derivative of RECIPIENT rather than the other way round. The data from Ancient Greek constitute counterevidence to this proposal, since the two senses emerge in the reverse order in the Greek diachrony. It is true that as regards the preposition eis, extension to BENEFICIARY precedes extension to RECIPIENT (see Luraghi 2003 : 39, 2010 . Obviously, a sense cannot derive from a sense that has emerged later. On the other hand, of course, one should avoid committing the fallacy, which would result from the reasoning that since a sense 1 is attested earlier than a sense 2 , then sense 2 is derived from sense 1 . That is, it would constitute a fallacious reasoning to hypothesize that RECIPIENT is derived from BENEFICIARY with the only indication being that the RECIPIENT is found later in texts than the BENEFICIARY. The problem with the path proposed by Rice & Kabata is solved if one assumes an independent development for the two senses.
The idea of the direct connection between the two senses is further strengthened by the fact that ALLATIVE markers in various languages do not necessarily encode both the BENEFICIARY and the RECIPIENT. For example, the English preposition to denotes only the latter (see example 7) and not the former. This means that RECIPIENT cannot have been derived from BENEFICIARY. This aspect is captured by Haspelmath's (2003: 213) analysis. Haspelmath gives the following representation of the multifunctionality of ALLATIVE markers using a semantic map 12 (see fig. 2 ).
12 According to Haspelmath (2003: 213) , "a semantic map is a geometrical representation of functions in 'conceptual/semantic space' that are linked by connecting lines and thus constitute a network". For methodology on building semantic maps see also semantic map and conceptual space. For Croft, the primal aim of a semantic map is to describe and schematize the semantic contiguity of the functions of a particular marker / construction in a given language (a semantic map is language-specific). On the other hand, "conceptual space is a structured representation of functional structures and their relationships to each other" (a conceptual space is language-universal) (Croft 2001: 92) . In this work, I do not distinguish between semantic maps and conceptual spaces. This map predicts that the change from ALLATIVE (DIRECTION in Haspelmath's map) to RECIPIENT does not presuppose the change from ALLATIVE to BENEFICIARY. This finding suggests that a marker encoding the RECIPIENT is not necessarily predetermined to encode the BENEFICIARY as well. However, Haspelmath's map is falsified, because it makes predictions that can be rejected by the data. In formulating his semantic map model, Haspelmath claims that:
[F]or every sub-chain of three functions "function 1 -function 2 -function 3 " (where function 3 is not linked directly to function 1 ), the claim is made that if a language has a multifunctional gram with the functions "function 1 " and "function 3 ," then that gram also has "function 2 " (Haspelmath 2003: 232) .
But since in both Homeric and Classical Greek eis denotes the ALLATIVE (function 1 in Haspelmath's terms) and the BENEFICIARY (function 3 ), and not the RECIPIENT (function 2 ), it appears that the Greek data do not satify the above prerequisite. Eis follows a pattern that cannot be accommodated by the posited map. The gap in the map is presumably triggered by a factor that has nothing to do with the semantic relation between the RECIPIENT and the BENEFICIARY. The problem is solved if one assumes an independent evolution of the two senses. To wrap up, based on the above observations, I claim that the shift from ALLATIVE to RECIPIENT can happen without the mediation of an intermediate sense. It would be redundant to assume that there are two rules of the following kind in order to describe the directionality:
(a) If an ALLATIVE marker expresses in a language the RECIPIENT but not the BENEFICIARY, then the RECIPIENT emerges from the ALLATIVE.
(b) If an ALLATIVE marker expresses in a language the RECIPIENT and the BENEFICIARY, then the RECIPIENT emerges from the BENEFICIARY.
Instead, it would be more accurate to assume one rule:
(c) Whether an ALLATIVE marker expresses in a language the RECIPIENT alone or both the RECIPIENT and the BENEFICIARY, the RECIPIENT emerges from the ALLATIVE.
This hypothesis contradicts the aforementioned directionalities in that it predicts one common source for both RECIPIENT and BENEFICIARY. It further implies that neither RECIPIENT is more abstract than BENEFICIARY nor BENEFICIARY is more abstract than RECIPIENT. Certainly, further typological and diachronic research should be done to give empirical support to this conjecture.
Conclusions
This paper focused on the diachronic analysis of the Greek ALLATIVE preposition eis and, in particular, on the semantic extension from the ALLATIVE to the RECIPIENT. It was shown that in the course of Greek history, this language does not follow one single pattern with regard to the encoding of the two scenes. Between Homeric Greek (8th c. BC) and the end of Medieval Greek (15th c. AD), it belongs to the first language type of our typology (although significant changes took place within this first pattern), and then shifts to language type B. This means that at different stages Greek is similar to different languages. Furthermore, on the basis of the examined data, I claimed that the emergence of ALLATIVE-RECIPIENT polysemy was not affected by the loss of the dative case form. This claim is against studies on Ancient Greek that account for the emergence of the RECIPIENT function of eis in terms of a repair (i.e., replacement) strategy that is triggered by the loss of the dative. A more thorough investigation on the basis of a more extensive corpus, which will comprise both literary and non-literary texts mainly of the Medieval period, is definitely called for in order to determine the factors that underlie this extension (other than those discussed in the present paper). Finally, the analysis shed some light on some puzzling aspects of the developmental pathway that the ALLATIVE marker follows. Together with the typological evidence from previous cross-linguistic studies, the diachronic data were helpful in the debate whether RECIPIENT emerged directly from ALLATIVE or indirectly with the mediation of a second sense. It is argued that the former view seemed more plausible: RECIPIENT emerged directly from ALLATIVE following a developmental path that can be accounted for via metaphor. The proposed directionality and the mechanism at issue are in line with the widely accepted idea within the framework of cognitive linguistics that the prototypical meaning of prepositions is spatial and the other meanings are derived from this meaning through such cognitive mechanisms as metaphor and metonymy.
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